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REMARKS 

In accordance with the foregoing, claims 1-14 are pending and under consideration. 
Reconsideration is requested based on the following remarks. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 103: 

Claims 1-14 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being unpatentable over Grob et al. . 
US 6,356,806 in view of Nagai etal. . US 2003/0083784. The rejection is traversed. 
Reconsideration is earnestly solicited. 

Claim 1 recites, in pertinent part: 

"said receiving means place said robot in an emerqencv-stop state when receiving even 
a single set of communications data expressing an emergency stop command.” 

Grob neither teaches, discloses, nor suggests a receiving means which places a robot in 
an emergency-stop state when receiving even a single set of communications data expressing 
an emergency stop command, as recited in claim 1. The Office Action acknowledges this 
deficiency of Grob implicitly at page 4, where it attempts to compensate for this deficiency by 
combining Grob with Nakai, saying " Nakai et al. in the other hand teaches strongly an 
emergency stop command in a robotical environment (see section [0035]).” 

Nakai, however, is not describing receipt of an emergency stop command at paragraph 
[0035], contrary to the assertion in the Office Action. Nakai, rather, is discussing the limits on 
the kinds of commands that information presenting terminal 1 1 , not a robot at all, can transmit 
from itself. Indeed, Nakai describes information presenting terminal 1 1 at paragraph [0034] as, 

“an interface computer acting between the earth system 4 and the operating and 
image display terminals 12, 13 through an RS232C line, and its screen provides a 
value display of commands and various telemetry data such as position or 
posture of the tip (the hand portion 1 K) of the robot arm 1 .” 

Furthermore, as described in Nakai at paragraph [0035], 

The information presenting terminal 11 records a log of such commands and 
telemetry data. Also, the information presenting terminal 11 can only transmit from 
itself an emergency stop command for the robot arm 1 . 

Thus, information presenting terminal 11 can only transmit trom itself an emergency stop 
command for the robot arm 1 . This is to be contrasted with claim 1 , in which a receiving means 
places a robot in an emergency-stop state when receiving even a single set of communications 
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data expressing an emergency stop command. Thus, even if Grob and Nakai were combined 
as proposed in the Office Action, the claimed invention would not result. 

Grob, furthermore, doesn’t relate to stopping a robot at all, let alone a receiving means 
which places a robot in an emergency-stop state when receiving even a single set of 
communications data expressing an emergency stop command, as recited in claim 1 . Grob, 
rather, relates to restarting a robot following the stoppage thereof due to a voltage drop or a 
breakdown, as described at column 1, lines 16-19. Thus, even if Grob and Nakai were 
combined as proposed in the Office Action, the claimed invention would not result. 

Furthermore, the Office Action provides no motivation or suggestion to combine the 
teachings of Grob and Nagai as required by 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) and the M.P.E.P. § 706.02(j)(D), 
beyond an assertion that “this modification would have enhanced Grob’s et al. robot by 
introducing precisely an emergency stop command, thereby improving the efficiency and 
reliability of robot controller.” 

Grob, however, whose purpose is to ameliorate the ill effects of stopping a robot on costs 
and work-piece quality, isn’t allowing for emergency stop commands at all. Grob, rather, is 
concerned with recovery from a stoppage due to a voltage drop or a breakdown, not an 
emergency stop as recited in claim 1 . 

If a stoppage due to a voltage drop or a breakdown occurs in a mechanism controlled by 
a program, such as a robot, the mechanism is terminated in a controlled manner by a buffer 
storage of electrical energy such as an accumulator battery, as described at column 1 , lines 19 
and 24. Thus the robot runs for a little while off of the battery until it completes whatever motion 
it was performing, or at least gets to a position where it can be parked. In the event of an 
emergency on the other hand, the robot would need to stop immediately, regardless of what it 
was doing. An emergency stop command, therefore, would result in an abrupt stop, not a 
controlled stop. There would be no time, in the event of an emergency stop, to let the robot 
continue to run for a little while until it completes whatever motion it was performing. 

Grob, however, considers even controlled stops to be a problem, as described at column 
1 , 33-38, and tries to ameliorate their effects by stopping the robot in a controlled manner, as 
described at column 2, lines 2 and 3. In particular, Grob tells us that recovering from a 
controlled shutdown, 

“requires an experienced operator, it is fault-prone and in certain circumstances 
takes up a considerable amount of time. If a new workpiece is being machined, 
then the workpiece which has not been completely machined constitutes waste 
and is therefore also a cost factor.” 
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Thus, since Grob warns us that recovering from a controlled stop takes up a 
considerable amount of time, and constitutes waste, and raises costs, it is submitted that 
persons of ordinary skill in the art who read Grob at the time the invention was made would not 
have tried to make the problem even worse by modifying Grob as proposed in the Office Action 
by introducing an emergency stop as well. 

Furthermore, M.P.E.P. § 2143.01 prohibits any proposed modification of a reference that 
might render the reference unsatisfactory for its intended purpose. Grob describes his intended 
purpose at column 1 , lines 59-64 to be, 

“a rotor movement taking place and optionally application operations are broken 
off or stopped in a clearly defined manner, that subsequently working processes 
of the control are terminated and that exclusively the contents of the working 
memory at the stoppage time concerning the real time operating system and 
robot control programs are stored in a mass memory.” 

If the environment of Grob included an emergency stop, as proposed in the Office Action, 
there would be no time to break off or stop a robot movement taking place in a clearly defined 
manner. Nor would there be time to store the contents of the working memory at the stoppage 
time concerning the real time operating system and robot control programs in a mass memory. 

If Grob were modified as proposed in the Office Action, rather, the robot movement would stop 
immediately, as would be appropriate in an emergency. The modification of Grob proposed in 
the Office Action thus renders Grob unsatisfactory for its intended purpose of stopping the robot 
movement in a clearly defined manner and storing the contents of the working memory at the 
stoppage time in a mass memory, and is therefore prohibited by M.P.E.P. § 2143.01. 

Finally, M.P.E.P. § 2143.01 prohibits any proposed modification of a reference that 
changes the principle of operation of a reference. Grob describes the principle of operation at 
column 1 , lines 59-64 to be, 

“The termination or controlled breaking off of the robot movement, etc. here 
means that the working process as such is not brought to an end and instead the 
working process is broken off, the movement as such is ended and the robot is 
stopped, but in a controlled manner, so that there is no danger or damage. 

Here, Grob defines clearly the termination or controlled breaking off of the robot 
movement as not bringing the working process to an end abruptly. If Grob were modified as 
proposed in the Office Action, rather, the robot movement would stop immediately, as would be 
appropriate in an emergency, rather than ending the movement and stopping the robot in a 
controlled manner, so that there is no danger or damage. The modification of Grob proposed in 
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the Office Action thus changes the principle of operation of Grob, and is therefore prohibited by 
M.P.E.P. § 2143.01. Claim 1 is submitted to be allowable. Withdrawal of the rejection of claim 1 
is earnestly solicited. 

Claims 2, 3 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11 depend from claim 1 and add additional distinguishing 
elements. Claims 2, 3 7, 8, 9, 10, and 1 1 are thus also submitted to be allowable. Withdrawal of 
the rejection of claims 2, 3 7, 8, 9, 10, and 1 1 is earnestly solicited. 

Rejection of claims 4. 5. 6. 12. 13. and 14: 

Claim 4 recites, in pertinent part: 

"at least one of the receiving means place said robot in an emergency-stop state when 
receiving communications data expressing an emergency stop command.” 

Neither Grob nor Nakai teach, disclose, or suggest a receiving means which places a 
robot in an emergency-stop state when receiving communications data expressing an 
emergency stop command, as discussed above with respect to the rejection of claim 1. 
Furthermore, persons of ordinary skill in the art who read Grob at the time the invention was 
made would not have modified Grob as proposed in the Office Action, as also discussed above 
with respect to the rejection of claim 1 . Claim 4 is thus submitted to be allowable, for at least 
those reasons given above with respect to claim 1 . Withdrawal of the rejection of claim 4 is 
earnestly solicited. 

Claims 5, 6, 12, 13, and 14 depend from claim 4 and add additional distinguishing 
elements. Claims 5, 6, 12, 13, and 14 are thus also submitted to be allowable. Withdrawal of 
the rejection of claims 5, 6, 12, 13, and 14 is earnestly solicited. 

Conclusion: 

There being no further outstanding objections or rejections, it is submitted that the 
application is in condition for allowance. An early action to that effect is courteously solicited. 

Finally, if there are any formal matters remaining after this response, the Examiner is 
requested to telephone the undersigned to attend to these matters. 
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If there are any additional fees associated with filing of this Amendment, please charge 
the same to our Deposit Account No. 19-3935. 



Date: 



Respectfully submitted. 




1201 New York Avenue, NW, Suite 700 
Washington, D.C. 20005 
Telephone: (202)434-1500 
Facsimile: (202)434-1501 
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